REMARKS 

Upon entry of this Third Response, claims 2-8, 11,14, 16-23 are pending in this 
application. Claims 7, 8, 1 1, 14, and 16 have been allowed. 

It is believed that the foregoing amendments add no new matter to the present 
application. Examination, consideration, and allowance of the application and all presently 
pending claims are respectfully requested. 

Response to S102 Rejection 

A proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102 requires that a single prior art 
reference disclose each element of the claim. See, e.g., W.L. Gore & Assoc., Inc. v. Garlock, 
Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as allegedly anticipated by 
Nakano et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,636,420). Claim 2 reads as follows: 

2. A display device, comprising: 
a display encasement; and 

a handle pivotally attached to the display encasement, wherein the 
handle secures a cable extending from the display encasement. (Emphasis 
added). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that Nakano fails to disclose at least the features of claim 1 
highlighted hereinabove. 

In this regard, the Office Action states that Nakano discloses a "display device (FIG. 7) 
comprising: a display encasement; a handle (31) pivotally attached to the display encasement, 
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wherein the handle secures a cable extending from the display encasement (FIG. 12B)." See 
Office Action at Page 2. However, Applicant respectfully traverses such assertion. 

FIG. 12B depicts a hypothetical situation in which the handle 31 could interfere with the 
I/O cable. See column 6, lines 10-17. However, the alleged "display device" is specifically 
designed to prevent such a hypothetical situation from occurring. In particular, Nakano teaches 
that 

"the handle 31 is set so as to be naturally turned downward by its 
weight when the notebook computer 1 is placed in almost parallel. Thereby, 
when placing the notebook computer on a table etc., the handle 31 is 
automatically turned to nearly the tilt stand position P2, which prevents 
interference between the handle 31 and the I/O cable 33." 

See Nakano, column 6, lines 19-24 (emphasis added). Thus, it is clear that the handle is not 
actually positioned as shown by FIG. 12B. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that 
Nakano fails to disclose "wherein the handle secures a cable extending from the display 
encasement," as recited in claim 1 . 

For at least the above reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that Nakano is inadequate 
to anticipate each feature of claim 1. Thus, the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of claim 1 should be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 3. 4. 22. and 23 

Claim 3 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as allegedly anticipated by 

Nakano, and claim 4 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as allegedly unpatentable 

over Nakano in view oiZamora et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,357). Furthermore, claims 22 and 

23 presently stand objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. Applicant 

submits that pending dependent claims 3, 4, 22, and 23 contain all features of their respective 

independent claim 2. Since claim 2 should be allowed, as submitted hereinabove, pending 
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dependent claims 3, 4, 22, and 23 should be allowed as a matter of law for at least this reason. 
In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Claim 17 

Claim 17 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as allegedly anticipated by 
Nakano. Claim 17 reads as follows: 

1 7. A method, comprising: 

pivotally attaching a handle to a display encasement; and 
securing a cable extending from the display encasement via the 
handle. (Emphasis added). 

For at least reasons similar to those set forth above in the arguments for allowance of claim 2, 
Applicant respectfully asserts that the Nakano fails to anticipate at least the features of claim 17 
highlighted hereinabove. Thus, the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of claim 17 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 18-21 

Claim 18 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as allegedly unpatentable over 
Nakano in view of Zamora et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,357). Furthermore, claims 19-21 
presently stand objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. Applicant submits 
that pending dependent claims 18-21 contain all features of their respective independent claim 
17. Since claim 17 should be allowed, as submitted hereinabove, pending dependent claims 18- 
21 should be allowed as a matter of law for at least this reason. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 
1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully requests that all outstanding objections and rejections be 
withdrawn and that this application and all presently pending claims be allowed to issue. If the 
Examiner has any questions or comments regarding Applicant's response, the Examiner is 
encouraged to telephone Applicant's undersigned counsel. 

Respectfully submitted, 

THOMAS, KAYDEN, HORSTEMEYER 
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